. Transferable Development Rights {TDRs)

anather effective tool for guiding growth, Transter af
Deveiopment Rignts {TDR}), has been implemented 10
. number of other states. [t is less resmietive to rural
landowners and, while the net resuits are comparable
+o those achievabie with UGBs, landowners fare better
bacause they conunue o pOS5Ess development rights
which mav be used either on thewr own land (at very
low agricultural densines) or within designated
Mregeiving Areas’ {typically service distriers) at much
higher densities, They therefore contimie to enioy
econoric benerits beyond that which their land produces
with umber or farm products, and are given very sTong
neentves to sell their rights to developers in service
disericts Tather than 1o exercise those ngnts on their own
rural properties. However. the prospects are dim that
Virginia's lewisiature will enact the necsssary State
snabling legisiation authorizing counties o use TDR=
15 2 method of managing growth more effectively. As
1 result. councies such as Fauguler must look for
Alternanve wavs of accomplishing their rural conservanon
obectives.

" .. prospects are dim that Virginias legisimure
will enagct the necessary stme enabling
legisiation authorizing counties to use TDRs. "

« 'Mensity Exchange Options”

This approach, pioneered in Howard Counry, Maryiand,
s similar 1o the "Transfer of Development Rights”
(which 15 not authorized by Virginia law). However,
uniike TDR, the “Density Exchange Opoon” does nat
nvoive the designation of specific "sendimg” or
"eacerving” areas. Whether or not this distmetion makes
it legally more achievable under current Virginia law,
this approach has Deen potincaily more gopuiar than
TDR in some parts of Marviand because the absence
of mapped receiving disiets avouds upsernng potential
neighbors of those districts at the ime the tecanique
15 adopied.

Two sets of written criterig define the charactensties
af lands from which development rights may De
purchased for use etsewhere, and other lands onwhich
such rignts may be used. Charagienstics of "sending”
roperties typically include the feanures that the County
wishes to protect (such as prme farmiand, S5Cenis VIBWws,
marure woodlands, significant havitats, 2ze.). Another
charactenstic might be proximity 19 £x15002 conservanon
sroperties, 1o provide acdinenal buffering andfor to
enlarge a biock of protected land,  "Receving”
nronerties would have different attributes, sucn as the
absence of special natural or cuitural features worthy
of protestion, plus the presence of utlities (or good sails

for septic systemsi, and gonmguity or neamess to other
developed parceis, The objective of this approach i3
o encourage the relocanon of proposed sibdivisions
from developable rural areas that should ideally be kept
i resgurce use, 1o other areas that are already parily
ar substantiaily developed, whners new subdivisions
would not create such an obvious intrusien it the
countryside, (For further derails, readers are referred
:o pages 303-305 from Rural hv Design, reproduced
in the Appendix to this report.)

+ Landowner Compacts/ Interparcel Division Transiers

This approach is not currently pronibuted ormenioned
in the zoning ordinance but 1o practice 12 disepuraged
by_density penalties, A '‘Landowner Compaet” 15 2
voluntary agresment mong TwWo Of mMore adiacent
landowners to essenually dissolve their commorL mrermnal
‘ot lines. and 1o plan their several parcels in an
integrated, comprehensive manner, The principal
advantage of Landowner Compacts 1= that areas for
developmentand conservatian could be located so that
thev would produce the greatsst henefit, allowing
development to De dismibuted n Wways that would
nreserve the best parts af the combined properties,

" 4 volumary agreement ... [0 essentially
dissolve ... common, internal, lot lines, and
to plan several parcels in an integrared,
compreftensive manner.”

To take 2 very simplified example, all the development
that would ordinaniy occur on two adjoining parcels
could be grouned on the one contaming the best so1ls
ar siopes, or having the least significant woodland or
habicat. leaving the other one entirely undeveloped.
The two landowners would share ner proceeds
proporticnally, based upon the number of houselots each
sould have developed mdependently. Such compacts
sould involve any number of parcels, with potential
-anservation and development areas being idenufied
more rationaily with respect to the iocation of TESOUrCEs
and oppeortunities, rather than being unlimied and
unnecessanly constrated by internal boundary lines
herween the parcels involved, The chief umpediment
ro Landowner Compacts (besides the density penalty)
is that situations rarely arise when adjoimng owners
have the need or desire 1o develop ther land at the same
ome.



